March 16, 1978 LB o5l

state colleges for going on three years. When we ret o
the University, the system is somewhat Aifferent althourh
they will report back on their expenditures in that same
format so there will be consistency between the two svstems
of higher education. When we get to the Tniversitys of
Nebraska, the appropriation there starts on naze 16, ‘e
did do one thing a little bit different this vear. Sec+ion
is the appropriation to the systems office. In orevious
years, all of the administrative, higher administrative
costs of personnel at each of the systems, at each of

“he campus levels was included in the aporonriation to

tne systems offlce. This year's approoriations format,
however, contalns only the administrative cost for the
systems office itself. In subsection 1 of section 2, suh-
=2ction 2 of section 9 is the total computer operation for
all University systems and that is kept in a separate
program. It 1s probable that within another vear or so
that those may be broken down on a campus level and there
i1s work being done to move in that direction, hut at this
point, 1t is appropriate to continue the process we have
used in the past. Subsecticon 3 here deals with 1t 1is
titled as discretionary fund for the Board of Regents.
should have also vointed out there 1s a like fund for
the Board of Trustees of the State Colleges in the amount
of $260,000. This concept was begun last vear sivine the
Board of Trustees some flexibility to provide additional
funds for any one of the four state colleges that mav neeA
additional General Fund money for a particular purpose
and flexlibility between the systems. In the case of the
discretionary fund for the Board of Regents, we use some-
what of a different approach. The $/50,0N0 that 1s indi-
cated there, in fact, only really has $250,0N0 of what T
would deem discretionary. The other 3$L0N,NNN was placed
in this fund by actually reducing $1017,000 from each o*
the four campuses on the University and placing that
dollar amount into the Regents discretionary fund but to
provide some flexibility where it may be avnpropriate.
Subsection 4 is the total cash fund appropriation for the
University. 1If you will loock in the Governor's budeet, he
had just a one line appropriation of General Fund monev.
Further research, we find that it 1is constitutionallv
required that authorization for the expenditure of funds
must be 1ncluded within the appropriation bill if warr=znts
are to be written and the placing the total amount of
cash funds at the Rezent level as it apoears here meets
that constlitutional requirement. The Rerents will then
have the responsibility to expend those cash, federal

and revolving funds within the four campuses and this
essentially has arrived out of the court case that we

are all familiar with approximately a vear ars. There

is an indication of the general fund aporooriation, then
continued on page 17, to each of the campuses. T should
point out that that figure was arrived at, while each o°
the general fund appropriation to each of the campuses

is approximately the same proportion that =ach of those
campuses had for last year's appropriation, that was

not specifically the way it was arrived at hut 1% bhorders
on that very closely for all practical purvoses. Also
included in the bill on pare 183 1s instructions limitine
or requirings the expenditure at a certaln level under
this program classification structure “or instructional
purpose in insurings that the undergraduate instruc<ion,
particularly, but 2all instructional programs at each of




